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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's order granting his no-
tion to anend and dismissing his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1994) conpl ai nt
wi t hout prejudice. Adismssal without prejudice is not reviewable
by the court unless the reasons stated for the dismssal clearly
di scl ose that no anendnment to the conpl aint could cure its defects.

Dom no Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Whrkers Local Union 392, 10 F. 3d 1064,

1066-67 (4th Cir. 1993). In the present case, the district court
properly found that some of Appellant's clains were potentially
cogni zable, but he failed to allege sufficient facts to support
them The order, however, dism sses the action and advises the
appel l ant of his right to appeal. W believe these provisions are
i nadvertent and vacate them Because he has a right to anend his
conpl aint, we disnmiss the appeal. W dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the material s before the court and argunment woul d not ai d the deci -

si onal process.
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